The authors present salinity measurements from the Ammassalik mooring array downstream of the Denmark Strait and focus on a negative salinity anomaly that occurred in 2004. Several hypotheses are formulated to explain the cause of this anomaly, which are subsequently tested using a high-resolution model. The authors conclude that the anomaly was caused by an increase in southward wind stress along the east coast of Greenland north of the Denmark Strait.
The Walter et al. (2005) reference is hardly appropriate here. More suitable references are for example Yashayaev (2007, ProgOc) for the Labrador Sea and Pickart et al. (2003, DSR) for the Irminger Sea.
Page 1408, line 14 How can you make an inference about a lack of temporal variability from one snapshot? On a related note, do lateral movements of the DSOW core at Ammassalik occur, and can that account for some portion of the signal in the salinity anomaly timeseries? In particular, it would be nice to see if there is a relationship between the salinity anomaly timeseries and the transport timeseries. If full transport timeseries are not available, velocity records from nearby current meters could perhaps be used. I would think that the authors have examined the salinity and the velocity/transport records in conjunction, and am surprised that this material is not at all presented in the manuscript. The timeseries of observed salinity anomalies at the Ammassalik array and the model salinity anomalies at the sill have a high correlation, and the authors take this as evidence that processes upstream of the sill are responsible for causing the anomaly at the moorings. This is not necessarily true if the model does not represent the mixing/entrainment processes downstream of the sill very well, which you allude to on page 1412, line 7. In that case processes downstream of the sill would have little influence, and the high correlation would necessarily follow.
Page 1414, line 10 The authors rely strongly on the assumption that the model is a fair representation of the real ocean when rejecting hypothesis H2a simply because the model does not contain glacial runoff which does not appear to be necessary to explain the anomalies. It is not unlikely that hypothesis H2a can be rejected, and the authors may be able to justify that using records of observed rates of Greenland ice melt. Studies show an accelerating ice melt, but no apparent anomalies that could explain the 2004 event (see for example van den Broeke et al., 2009, Science, and Velicogna, 2009, GRL) . To increase readability, it may be better to repeat which hypothesis is to be tested in the title of each section.
Page 1420, line 25 I would modify the start of the sentence to "This means that..."
Figure 1
The Iceland Sea is not a pathway.
Figure 10
There is a dot missing after (b).
